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SUBJECT: REVIEW OF SHERIFF’S CONTRACT CITY BILLING PRACTICES 
 
We have completed a review of the Sheriff’s contract city contracting and billing.  The 
purpose of our review was to determine whether the Sheriff was providing the required 
level of service to the contract cities and billing for all services provided. 
 
Our review included examining the law enforcement contracts to determine the services 
to be provided.  We also reviewed the Sheriff’s records of the actual services provided, 
and the Sheriff’s billing process to determine whether the Sheriff bills the cities for all 
services provided.  We also contacted other county sheriff’s departments, and 
compared their procedures with Los Angeles County’s to identify best practices. 
 

Review Summary 
 
Our review disclosed that the Sheriff’s law enforcement contracts, record keeping and 
billing practices are not adequate to determine the level of service actually being 
provided.  The Sheriff does not have accurate records of the actual services provided 
and bills the cities based on the budget.  We also noted that the contracts do not 
indicate the level of service to be provided by the Sheriff.  As a result, we were unable 
to determine whether the contract cities reimburse the Sheriff for all patrol services they 
receive.  The following are examples of our findings. 
 

Contracts for Law Enforcement Services 
 
The Sheriff Department’s contracts for law enforcement services with cities do not 
provide sufficient detail on the level of service to be provided by the Sheriff.  The 
contracts state that services to be provided “shall be mutually agreed to by both the City 
and County.”  The cities send the Sheriff service request letters each year, but without 
sufficient detail on service level.  As a result, service and financial accountability 
generally found in service contracts is missing, and there is no objective basis to 
measure contract compliance. 
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Contract City Billings 
 
The contracts also state the Sheriff is to bill contract cities for actual services provided.  
However, the Sheriff does not have sufficient supporting documentation or related 
systems to bill based upon actual services, and bills for services based on the contract 
budget.  The system the Sheriff currently uses to monitor deputy time is not accurate 
and can not be used to monitor actual services or to bill the contract cities. 
 
The Sheriff has previously chosen not to implement recommendations to use employee 
timecards for time allocation purposes, which is the most generally accepted method to 
capture essential cost accounting and billing information.  Because of this, and the 
unreliable time monitoring discussed above, we could not determine if the cities were 
billed for all services they received. 
 
We continue to recommend the Department adopt a timecard system to allocate staff 
time in order to provide essential data to support accurate billings to contract cities and 
provide essential cost accounting data such as expenditures for other programs.  
However, the Sheriff recently started testing new software designed to increase the 
accuracy and reliability of their current systems, and therefore may again elect to not 
use timecards to account for services.  Regardless, the Department should correct the 
problems that make its existing time monitoring process unreliable to support billings 
based on actual services provided.   
 

Budget Impact 
 
The Sheriff also needs accurate time accountability to ensure the Department is 
maximizing its revenues and not subsidizing contract cities for law enforcement 
services.  Any such subsidies put additional pressure on the Department’s budget. 
 
Details of our review including recommendations for corrective action are included in the 
attached report. 
 

Review of Report 
 
We reviewed this report with Sheriff management.  Their attached response indicates 
that the Sheriff agrees with five of the eight recommendations in our report.  The Sheriff 
disagrees that he should charge the cities for the cost of the actual services provided.  
Instead, he will continue to bill based upon budget.  This practice will continue to result 
in the County either subsidizing the cities or overcharging them.  We still believe the 
cities should be charged for the actual costs of the services provided. 
 
In addition, the Sheriff disagrees that timecards should be used to allocate costs and 
indicates it would be too complicated and time consuming.  We believe the Sheriff has 
significantly overstated the complexity and time required for this process.  For example, 
the Sheriff estimates it would take 15 minutes per day per employee to fill out a 
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timecard.  Our experience with employees performing multiple tasks has been 
approximately 30 seconds to one minute.  If the Sheriff does not use timecards, he will 
have to utilize another method to obtain accurate, credible records of the time spent 
servicing contract cities.  The Sheriff’s response indicates his Mechanism Committee is 
working on a system to accomplish this. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me or have your staff contact DeWitt Roberts 
at (626) 293-1101. 
 
JTM:DR:MP 
Attachment 
 
c: David E. Janssen, CAO 
 Leroy D. Baca, Sheriff 
 Lloyd W. Pellman, County Counsel 
 Violet Varona-Lukens, Executive Officer 
 Public Information Officer 
 Audit Committee 



Sheriff’s Department 
Contract City Billing Review 

 
Background and Scope 

 
The Sheriff’s Department (Sheriff or Department) provides law enforcement (patrol) 
services in the unincorporated areas of the County and to 41 cities in the County that 
contract with the Sheriff for those services (contract cities).  The Sheriff has 
approximately 2,200 deputies assigned to patrol service, with approximately 1,000 
deputies assigned to the contract cities.  In fiscal year 2001-02, the Sheriff collected over 
$170 million for contract city patrol services. 
 
Our review included examining the law enforcement contracts to determine the services 
to be provided.  We also reviewed the Sheriff’s records of the actual services provided, 
and the Sheriff’s billing process to determine whether the Sheriff bills the cities for all 
services provided.  We also contacted the sheriff’s departments from Orange, Riverside, 
Sacramento, and San Bernardino Counties and compared their procedures with the Los 
Angeles County’s to identify best practices. 
 

Review Summary 
 

Our review disclosed that the Sheriff’s law enforcement service record keeping and billing 
practices are not adequate to determine the level of service actually being provided.  The 
Sheriff does not have accurate records of the actual services provided and bills the cities 
based on the contract budget. 
 
We also noted that the contracts do not indicate the level of service to be provided by the 
Sheriff.  As a result, service and financial accountability information generally found in 
service contracts is missing, and there is no basis to measure contract compliance.  In 
addition, the Sheriff cannot ensure that the Department is maximizing its revenues and 
not subsidizing contract cities for law enforcement services.  The following are the 
detailed results of our review. 
 

Law Enforcement Contracts 
 
Contract Service Levels 
 
Each contract city signs a Law Enforcement Services Contract which is approved by the 
Board of Supervisors.  The contracts have a five-year term.  The contract is the same for 
all contract cities and has not changed substantially since it was developed in the 1970’s. 
 
The Sheriff’s contracts with the cities do not specify the amount of patrol service to be 
provided or any other service level information.  Instead, the contracts indicate that the 
services to be provided “shall be mutually agreed to by both the city and the County.”  We 
also noted that the contracts do not indicate the amount that the cities will pay.  The 
contracts only indicate that the Sheriff will bill the cities for all services provided. 



The contracts with the cities have a five-year term.  The Sheriff’s practice is to meet with 
city managers/administrators each year of the contract term to discuss the city’s law 
enforcement needs.  Station Captains recommend the number and level of deputies for 
each city.  The Captains do not always provide formal documentation of their 
recommended service level to contract cities.  The cities are then required to send a letter 
to the Sheriff at the beginning of each fiscal year indicating the requested level of service.  
The Sheriff considers the cities’ request letters to be the agreed-upon service levels, and 
records the service levels on internal service level forms. 
 
We noted that the letters from the cities are not referenced in the contracts.  As a result, 
contract city service levels and contract dollar amounts are not disclosed when the 
contracts are approved by the Board, and the service levels and dollar amounts are not 
signed by both parties.  In addition, we reviewed the letters from seven cities and noted 
that four of them did not actually indicate the cities’ desired service level.  Specifically: 
 

! Three of the letters indicated the cities wanted “the same service level as the 
previous fiscal year.”  However, the prior years’ letters for these cities also referred 
to previous year’s service levels and the Sheriff did not have any request letters for 
these cities that actually indicated the specific service levels requested. 

 
! One city’s letter only requested changes to the desired service level (i.e., adding 

additional deputies), but, again because the Sheriff did not maintain the previous 
request letters from the city, we could not determine the actual service level 
requested. 

 
The Sheriff’s current process does not effectively identify the agreed-upon contract city 
service levels in the contract.  As a result, the Department does not have an objective 
basis to measure its contractual compliance.  To strengthen the process, the Sheriff 
should work with County Counsel to include specific service level and dollar amount 
information in the contracts at the beginning of each five-year contract period.  Any 
adjustments to service levels would be handled through contract amendments (service 
level adjustments are discussed further below). 
 
We reviewed law enforcement contracts from the Orange, Riverside, Sacramento, and 
San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Departments and noted that the contracts for all four 
counties clearly specify service levels and dollar amounts. 
 

Recommendation 
 

1. Sheriff management work with County Counsel to include specific 
service level information and the amount to be paid by the contract 
cities in the contract city law enforcement contracts. 
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Service Level Adjustments 
 
In addition to the annual service level requests described above, cities occasionally 
request mid-year service level changes.  We noted these changes are not incorporated 
into the contract by amendment and are not signed by both parties. 
 
In addition, mid-year service level changes are not well documented.  We tested seven 
service level changes indicated on the Sheriff’s internal service forms used to record the 
expected service level for contract cities.  For three cities, the Sheriff could not provide 
documentation indicating the cities had requested the changes.  In addition, for one city, 
the Sheriff decreased the service level by four Deputies on their internal forms, when the 
city’s letter only requested a reduction of two Deputies.  Again, because of the lack of 
accurate records on the actual services provided discussed later in this report, it is 
unclear if the city received the desired level of service, or was over or under billed. 
 
If a city wishes to change its service level either at the beginning of a contract year or at 
another time, the changes should be made by a contract amendment signed by the city 
and the Sheriff.  To accomplish this, the Sheriff should work with County Counsel to 
revise contract language to allow the Sheriff and city to change the contract service levels 
during the contract term. 
 

Recommendations 
 

Department management: 
 

2. Work with County Counsel to revise contract city contract language to 
allow the Sheriff and cities to revise service levels during the contract 
term.  

 
3. Ensure service level changes are documented through contract 

amendments signed by the city and the Sheriff.  
 

Contract City Billings and Actual Service Levels 
 
The Sheriff’s contract city law enforcement contracts specify that the Sheriff will bill 
contract cities for all services performed each month.  However, the Sheriff does not bill 
contract cities based on actual services provided. 
 
The Sheriff has a system to monitor where some staff provide services.  However, as 
discussed later, the system is not accurate and is not designed or used for billing 
purposes.  The Sheriff bills the cities for 1/12th of the expected costs of the initial planned 
service level each month.  The Sheriff does adjust bills to contract cities for long-term 
reductions in service (e.g., if a position is vacant for an extended period).  However, we 
noted that these adjustments are not always made accurately or consistently.  In addition, 
the Sheriff does not keep documentation supporting these adjustments. 
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The lack of accurate records of actual services provided to contract cities could result in 
the Sheriff subsidizing contract cities for their law enforcement services.  Any such 
subsidies put additional pressure on the Department’s budget.  Therefore, the 
Department needs to develop procedures to accurately track actual services provided for 
all billable staff, and bill based on the actual services provided up to the contract 
maximum. 
 
Department management indicated billing based on actual services could result in 
significant billing fluctuations from month-to-month.  If this becomes a problem, the 
Department should consider continuing to bill 1/12th of the contract amount each month, 
and reconcile billings to actual services at year-end.  Based on these reconciliations, the 
Department should submit additional billings or refunds to cities as necessary at year-
end. 
 
In our 1997 audit report and in several follow-up reports, we recommended that the 
Sheriff require all staff to complete timecards; which is the most generally accepted 
method to capture essential cost accounting and billing information.  In our 2002 follow-
up report, we also recommended that the Department develop procedures for staff to 
allocate their time to separate tasks/jobs on their timecards.  We noted that while Sheriff 
staff complete various forms of timecards, the Department does not use timecards to 
allocate staff time to separate tasks. 
 
We continue to recommend that the Sheriff require all staff, particularly contract city 
patrol staff, to use timecards to allocate their time to specific tasks.  Staff who provide 
services to contract cities should identify the time spent patrolling the cities and 
unincorporated areas.  The County-wide Accounting and Purchasing System (CAPS) has 
the capability to capture this information for billing purposes.  We noted that two of the 
seven other Sheriff departments that we contracted (Sacramento and Riverside 
Counties) require their staff to complete timecards as part of the supporting 
documentation to bill cities for actual services provided. 
 

Recommendations 
 
Sheriff management: 
 
4. Modify staff timecards to include time allocation information and 

require patrol staff to allocate their time to key tasks, including services 
contract cities and unincorporated areas, on their timecards. 

 
5. Use CAPS to accumulate timecard information and bill contract cities 

for the actual services provided up to the contract maximum. 
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Recording and Billing of Actual Services to Contract Cities – Existing Systems 
 

Based on our discussions, it appears that the Sheriff may choose not to implement our 
recommendation to develop timecards to allocate patrol time.  Instead, the Department 
may decide to use existing systems that are intended to monitor deputy patrol time.  
However, we reviewed these systems and noted significant accuracy and design 
problems.  As a result, these systems cannot currently be relied upon to monitor and bill 
cities for the actual services provided by the Sheriff.   
 
If the Sheriff continues to use existing systems to monitor services, the Department 
needs to improve the accuracy and reliability of the information from the system, and then 
use the system to bill contract cites for the actual services provided.  The following are 
descriptions of the problems noted with the Department’s current systems to monitor 
deputy patrol time. 
 
Patrol Monitoring System Data  
 
The Department gathers data on patrol staff time through its dispatch system.  Data on 
the system is recorded by having patrol staff log onto the system at the beginning of each 
shift.  The system keeps a record of where deputies provide services based on deputy 
input and information automatically recorded when cars are dispatched on calls. 
 
Because the dispatch system does not provide data in a form that can be used to monitor 
actual services provided, station staff manually enter dispatch system data into computer 
spreadsheets called minutes reports to track actual services provided. 
 
Our review disclosed inaccuracies in the minutes reports.  We recalculated the amount of 
time shown as worked in contract cities for three stations over five days and noted 
miscalculations for every station for each day.  The total daily errors ranged from 48 
minutes to 83 hours.  The following are examples of the errors noted: 
 

• The Compton station misreported (under and over reported) hours worked by 
Sergeants by 22 hours and hours worked by deputies by 16 hours for one of the 
days reviewed.  The station also underreported non-sworn staff services by 46 
hours on the same day. 

 
• The San Dimas station over-reported deputy services by 33 hours and 

underreported other staff time by 12 hours for one day. 
 
• The Santa Clarita station reported zero non-billable “excess” minutes for the five 

days reviewed.  However, we noted 33 excess hours were provided.  
 
In addition to our detailed testwork, we reviewed minutes reports for large or unusual 
variances and noted two instances where management did not identify significant errors.  
Specifically: 
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• The Lynwood station underreported services provided by approximately 6,500 
hours in FY 2001-02 by including these services in a non-billable category. 

 
• The Carson station over-reported Sergeant services by 1,445 hours in February 

2002. 
 
The minutes reports also do not adequately separate out different levels/shifts of patrol 
staff.  We noted certain patrol staff levels are combined into one category.  Because 
different levels/shifts have different billing rates, combining the categories prevents the 
Sheriff from using the minutes reports to monitor the initially planned service levels to 
contract cities.  
 
We also noted the following inconsistencies with minutes reports: 
 

• Stations do not account for all overtime provided to contract cities.  We noted a 
few instances where the stations did not record overtime in minutes reports for 
certain types of non-billable overtime.  To ensure that all services are accounted 
for, the Department should separately track and monitor non-billable overtime.   

 
• Stations do not consistently track services provided by training deputies.  For 

example, the San Dimas station records training deputy services in an “excess 
minutes” (non-billable) category, while the Compton station records these services 
as billable.   

 
• Stations do not consistently account for services provided by two-deputy patrol 

vehicles.  For example, when a two-deputy unincorporated area vehicle assists a 
city, the Santa Clarity Valley station accounts for the services provided by both 
deputies as billable.  However, the San Dimas station records the minutes 
provided by one deputy as billable and the second deputy as “excess minutes” 
(non-billable).   

 
• Station staff can adjust minutes reports data after they have been completed 

without approval from management.  For example, in June 2002, the Compton 
station reported 240 civilian hours provided to the contract city; whereas, the 
Department’s finalized minutes report indicates that 160 hours were actually 
provided.  The station could not provide documentation to support the changes, 
and there was no documentation indicating that Station management had 
approved the adjustment.   

 
 
The inaccuracies in the minutes reports noted in our testwork are the result of inadequate 
and inconsistent procedures, data input mistakes, calculation errors, and other problems.  
These errors indicate that it may be extremely difficult for the Sheriff to use the minutes 
reports to obtain accurate information on actual services provided to contract cities. 
 
As indicated earlier, we recommend that the Sheriff require all staff, particularly contract 
city patrol staff, to use  timecards to allocate their time to specific tasks, and to bill 
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contract cities for actual services provided (as required by the contracts), based on the 
timecards.  However, the Department is aware of the problems with the minutes reports.  
The Department has already developed software to automatically transfer data from the 
dispatch system directly into a new report to replace the current minutes reports to 
improve the accuracy of the information.  The Department recently initiated a pilot project 
using this new software and plans on implementing this process department-wide by July 
1, 2003.  In addition, Sheriff management indicated they are continually working with 
station staff to improve minutes reports data.  Management believes their new program 
and monitoring efforts will minimize data input errors and increase the accuracy and 
reliability of the information from the reports. 
 
If Sheriff management decides not to use timecards to account for services, the 
Department will need to address the problems with the minutes reports discussed above.  
Once management has verified that the minutes reports data is accurate, management 
should develop procedures to bill contract cities based on the actual services provided up 
to the contract maximum as recorded on the minutes reports.  
 

Recommendations 
 
If the Sheriff decides not to use timecard data to account for contract city 
services as indicated in Recommendations 4 and 5 above:  
 
6. Sheriff management take action to address the minutes reports problems 

noted in our review. 
 

7. Once management has verified that the data and reports are accurate, 
Sheriff management develop procedures to bill contract cities based on 
the actual services provided up to the contract maximum as recorded on 
the minutes reports. 

 
Service Level Tracking for Unincorporated Areas 
 
During fiscal year 2001-02, the Sheriff began documenting and tracking services to 
unincorporated areas using the same general procedures as for contract cities.  Station 
staff record required service levels on the same internal forms, and track services 
provided using the dispatch system and minutes reports.   
 
Although we did not specifically test unincorporated area services, based on our review 
of the Department’s procedures, we believe it is likely that similar recording and tracking 
problems exist for unincorporated areas.   
 
As indicated above, we believe the Sheriff should account for patrol services to both 
contract cities and unincorporated areas using timecard data.  However, as noted earlier, 
the Department indicated that it is working to improve the existing patrol monitoring 
system.  Regardless of the monitoring system used, the Department needs to ensure that 
actions are taken to correct the problems discussed earlier for both contract cities and 
unincorporated areas. 
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Recommendation  
 

8. Department management use timecard data to track services to 
unincorporated areas, or take steps to provide accurate accounting for 
services in both the contract cities and unincorporated areas. 
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